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ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: Stephen C. Conrad, LTC, MI

TITLE: A Brief History of Military Intell igence
FORMAT : Individual Study Iintended for Publication In M| Magazine
DATE: 31 March 19889 Pages: 17

CLASSIFICATION: Unciassified

There is a paucity of material written about the history,
deve!opment and growth of Military Intelligence. The purpose of
this paper is to examine the development of Iinte!ligence, both
organizationally and functionally, since the turn of the
century. The examination will include historical milestones as
well as comments from key commanders during our invoivement in
four major ware during this period. The end result should
provide to members of the Miiitary Intelligence Corps an article
that summar izes and explains how we have finally coma together as
a Corps and provide Information that will perhaps preclude
mistakes made In the past from reoccurring In the future.
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INTRODUCT |ON

On 1 July 1987 the United States Army Military Inteli!l igsnce
Corps was activated. This was a significant event In the history
of Military Intel!ligence and was ceremoniously celebrated
throughout the Corps. The Chief of the Military Intel! igence
Corps, Major Ger.~ral Julius Parker, Jr., stated that the day was,

a recognition and celebration of our evoiution

from a plethora of diverse and separate intelli-

gence agencies into the cohesive MI community we

enjoy today. In short, it symbolizes the fact

that Army Intelligence has truly arrived.®
The activation of the Corps was symbolic In that it was the final
step for Military Inte!lligence to become completely aligned with
the rest of the Army as part of the regimental system. This
coming together I8 quite significant because prior to 1975,
Military Intelligence had been digsjointed both organizationally
and functionally.

Intel | igence has been provided to commanders since the
Revoiutionary War. It has been available at the strategic and
tactical levals in many forms, to include human intell igence,
photographic intelligence, and signals intelligence. However, it

was not until almost the turn of the century before the first

initiative was taken to bring the Corps together organizationally




and functionally. Therefore, this article wili examine how the
Corps came to be what it Is today, its growth since the turn of
the century, and its contributions during four major wars. Many
comments concerning Iintelligence and Its evolution during this
era will come from commanders and their G-2's.

Maembers of the Military Intelligence Corps need to understand
the history surrounding thelir organization. Many of the
chal lenges facing members of the Corps today have their origins
in the past. However, | baileve that after reviaewing our Corps’
history, and understanding the immense progress that has been
made dur ing the past two hundred plus years, we can Justiy be
proud of our accomp! ishments. We must continue to examine ways
to Improve our ablility to provide commanders accurate, timely,
and reliable Intelligence. Our soldiers must be of the highest
qual ity and be expert In their soidier akills as well as their
technical skilis. An examination of the past is an excellent way

to prepare ourselves for the future.

TURN OF THE CENTURY/WORLD WAR |

intel |l Igance had been avallisble for commanders for many years
but no formal structure existad within the Army until 1885 when
the Military Information Division (MID) was eatablished. This
signal led the beglinning of an intell igence organization at the
natlonal leve!. The MID was part of tha Adjutant General's

Oftice of the War Departmant and had the responsiblility of filing




intelligence information received from embagssies. This was
followed a few years later by Congress formalliy approving the
astabl Ishment of the Army attache system which was the formal
beginning of our foreign strategic coillection effort. In 1903,
E!l lhu Root, Secretary of War, was successful in getting Congrass
to authorlize an Army General Staff. One of the divisions of this
staff was the MIl itary Information Division. During the next few
years, the MID did not get much work and was downgraded from a
saeparate division to a branch of the War College Divislon. By
1916, it had almost become non-aexistent.

However, It wag at this time that perhaps the most Important
individual In the history and growth of Military Intelligence was
assigned to the MID. Major Ralph H. Van Deman, considered by
many to be the father of Military Intelliigence, had been trained
as a8 cavelry officer. He developed an interest and respect for
intel!ligence through his service in the Philippines and China.

He was involved In organizing human Intelligence collection
efforts as well as conducting reconnaissance of {ines of
communication during these assignments.

Upon his assignment to the MID In 1916, Major Van Deman
fought against great bureaucratic resistance to get It
reestabl ished as a separate division of the Genera! Staff. The
resistance to his efforts cama from the highest levaelis.

The Chief of Staff did not see the need for
such a thing as Intelligence, and said If It
were really true that the British and French
had such an effort, we could simply go to them
and say, "hers we are now ready for service -
we would be pleased |f you hand over to us all
the necessary Information concerning the enemy

which your Intelligence sarvices have obtained.”2
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However, Major Van Deman persevered and eventually won approval
for the reorganization of the Military intell igence Branch of the
War College Division. This was the first time that the term
intel | igence had been assoclated with the organization of the
MID. Between 1915 and 1817, now Colone! Van Deman developed at
the national level a highly successful intelligence organization
that included sections involved In many intelligence functions.
His organization included severa! hundred military and over
11,000 civiliang involved In the Counter Intelligence effort. He
also provided assistance to General Pershing and his G-2, Colonel
Nolan, In establishing an intel!l!ligence apparstus at the tactical
level. Thigs was to be the harbinger of an all-source Intelli-
gence collection and processing effort at all echelons. As one
individual noted,

Before Amer ica entered the World War the

Millitary Intell igence Service, as a coordinated
and cooperating system, did not exist In our
miiltary establ Ishment....During the Worlid War,

under the name of military intell lgence, there

was bullt up In the American forces a carefully

organlized system represented by an Intell igence

Service group at every headquarters from that of

the battalion on up to Include the War Department.®

The organization In Europe included intell igence officers

from Corps down to batta!lion serving as G-2’'8/S-2's. in fact, It
was Genera! Pershing's organization of hige general statf, modeled
atter the British and French, that was the genesis of the term
G-2 in the Amer ican Army.

it is hard to bel ieve that such tremandous efforts towards

developing intel | igance ocrganizations and functions would be




allowed to dissolve. However, as history reveals in the
developmant of our Corps, intelligence organizations tended to
prosper In war and flounder in peacetime. Furthermore, the
development of Intelligence at the strategic |level would be
accompl ished at a far greater pace than at the tactical level.
Throughout this period there wasn't a forma! gsystem or structure
to traln intellligence soldlers. A majJor war should have bgen the
catalyat to glve us a8 sustained Intelligence system and
organization to support commanders in the future. What we had at

the baeginning of World War || was alarming at best.

WORLD WAR ||

The twenty odd years between Worid War | and World War |,
unfortunately, did not provide a period of growth for Military
intell Igence. General Pershing brought his concept of the
genaral ataff to the War Department. He wanted to have a five
sactlon gtaff Instead of the four sections that had previousliy
exiatad. Due to congressional |imitations on the number of
general officers, one ataff slement, the G-2, was staffed by a
coional while all others were staffed with general! officers.

Ser ious degradations In intelligence organization occurred during
this perlod with both a decline in the counter intel!ligence and
in the signals intelligence effort. Despite some rasurgence,
both in the earily 1930's, the iIncreases were predominantly at the
strategic level with no corresponding increase at the tactical

level. The G-2 at the tactical leve! was the place for officers




who were not doling well in the combat branches. This fact will
be substantiated later by observations from key senior officers.
Today, the study of hiastory is Incorporated Into all levels
of training for officers in the Army. We learn a great dea! from
pecpie |ike Clausiwitz, Jomini, and Napoleon. Furthermore, we
iearn that our great contemporary |leaders |ike Eisenhower,
MacAr thur, and Bradley were great readers of history. Therefore,
It is surprising to learn that the lessons from pre-World War |
concerning the need for a viable Intelligence organization at all

echeions was ignored during the years praeceeding World War |1.

In the |ight of his understanding of history, General
Marshal!l noted the deficienciaes in intell igence:
Prior to World wWar 11, our foreign inteilli-
gence was llittle more than what a military

attache would |earn at dinner, more or |ess
over a cup of coffee.*

Ganeral Eisenhowar In his book, Crusade In Europe, noted many
deflclencies that existed In the organization and function of
intel | igence before World War I1. Among these deficliencles was
the lack of adequate schools to train personnel to perform
Iintel )l igence functions. This resulited In a shortage of qualifiaed
intell igence analysts who could support commanders and senlior
pl!annere. Therefore, the War Department was not ablae to
effactively plan for the conduct of World War || as a result of
these deficlencles. General Eisenhower explains that the cause
of the probiem was |lack of support by senlior officers and
civillans betwesn the wars and subsequent |nadequate funding for

Army intel! igence.®




Genera! Omar Bradley, in his book, A Soidier's Story of the
Allied Campaigne from Tunis to the Elbe, atates,

The Amer ican Army’'s long neglect of intell igence
training was soon refiected by the ineptness of our
initial under takings. For too many years Iin the

preparation of offlcers for command assignments,

we had overlooked the need for speclallizatlon in
such actlvities as inteilligence....In some stations,
the G-2 became the dumping ground for officers |11~
sulted for command. | recall how scrupulously |
avoided *the branding that came with an Inteil igence
assignment |In my own career. Had It not been for
the uniquely qualified reservists who so capably
fliled so many of our Intelligence jobs throughout
the war, the Army would have been pressed....®

General Eisenhower and General Bradley have probably

identlfled many if not all of the deficlencies that existed In

intell igence at the outbreak of World War {1. However,
intelligence did play a vital role in supporting commanders at
all echelons. Many commanders and thelr G-2's qulickly organized

an effective intelligence organization to support the planning
and execution of the war.

Major General Sir Kenneth Strong was General Eisenhower’'s

intel | igence chief whan Gene~al Eisenhowaer was In the position of
Supreme Commander In Europe. His comments on the Intelligence
staff that supported General Eisenhower are quite |lluminating.

Genera! Strong reveals In his book, Intelligence at the Top, that
the Intelligence organization that supported General Eisenhowar
at the Supreme Headquarters at Busby was a superb operational
Intel |l igence staff. Furthermore, he explalins that the Iintel-
ilgence organization that supported the preparation and execution

of the Normandy invasion was perhaps the best ever assembled.”




General Eisenhower and General Strong were not the only
commander and Intelligence chiaef to recognize the need for a
viable Intelligence organization. General Pasttsn was a consumate
supporter of Inteiligence and took the necessary actions to
provide himsaelf with the means to gather intelligence. He was a
fervent bel iever in reconnaissance and used his calvary units to
execute this mission. The Germany Army often referred to thaese

units as "Patton's Ghosts.'

Brigadier General!l Koch served as General Patton’s G-2. Like
General Strong he baelieved that the intelligence functiona and
organizations that existed were highly effective. In his book,

G-2: iIntel | lgence For Patton, Gensral Koch states,

In Patton's commands, intell |lgence was always

viewed as big business and treated accordingly.

Al though working, by necessity, in the shadows,

it always had Its plece In the sun. it was never
viewed as subordinate to any other staff activity.
The G-2 was never the forgotten man. On many occa-
slons, the commander’'s group included but two others,
one of them the G-2.°%

The efforts at all echelons by the end of the war had palid
considerable dividends. We did provide our leadership with
quality Intelligence and made significant organizational
changes. History is replete with Intell igence successes during
this era. General WIiiillam Donovan’'s organization of the QOfficae
of Strategic Services (0SS), the predecessor of tha ClA, was
outstanding in organizing strategic intelligence efforts as wall
as conducting clandestine operations. The breaking and

axploiting of the German and Japanese codes and successes |n

photo reconnaissance are only a few other exampies of the great




strides made (n Intelligence during this period. Perhaps the

bast summation comas from a book, Thae Evolution of Amer ican

Military intelligencs,

In the tight of these handicaps, the progress made
in five short years was remarkable. in that brilef
sapan of time, a system was created that kept field
commanders, their superlors at theater, the War
Department, and uiltimately the President, constantly

informed of a broad spectrum of intelligence co!l iected
by every available means....What did happen was that
Wor!d War || promoted the professionalism of the Signal
intel!| igence Service, the Counterintelligence Corps,

and the new breed from 0SS. It establ ished conclusively
the value of aerial survelllance. Moreover, It vali-
dated a requirement for knowledgablie Intel!l igence

officers serving as G-2's and S-2's of tactical units
supported by trained M| specialists.®

KOREA

The post World War || demobl}ization would have a ser ious
impact on the abliity of tha U, S. Army to provide quallty
intelligence in a timely manner to commanders during the Korean
War. Tactical! Intelligence capabilities ware quickiy dis-
sipated. The Counter Intelligence Corps which had provided such
great service In aill theaters In World War || was relegated to
predominantly stratagic intelfigence missions. The Signhais
!ntelligence Service which had been under the direction and
control of the Signal Corps was restructured in 1945 as the Army
Secur |ty Agency (ASA), activated and put under the contro! of thae
Army G-2. Unfortunately, SIGINT support to tactical units was
discontinuad. Furthermore, ASA jolned its Air Force and Navy

counterparts by receiving strategic direction from the Armed



Forces Securlty Agency which was |ater to be raedesignated the
Natliona! Security Agency. These were not thae only structural
changes to occur concerning Intelligence. General Willliam
Donoven's Offlce of Strategic Service (0SS) was reorganized and
eventuaily became the Central Intel! igence Agency as part of tha
National Security Act of 1847. All of these organizational and
functlonal changes occurred prior to the outbreak of the Korean
War .'°

One of the greatest controversies assoclated with the Korean
War i3 whether or not the invasion by the North Koreans
conastituted an Iinteilligence fallure. | bellieve that the problem
was not a lack of availlable Indications end warning of the North
Korean Invasion, but rather a lack of qualified personnel capable
of Interpreting It.

The Far Eastern Command (FEC) in Japan did not have
intelligence reporting responsibilities for Korea. Adequate
Intel |l igence resources were not allocated towards the Korean
sltuation. Many reports were fliled by the FEC reliated to the
Korean problem but no one was Intarpreting the Information
included In the reports. Furthermore, we setill did not have a
training base to develop inteliigence analysts prilor to the start
of the Korean War. Collectively, these problems resulted In the
fact that the Korean invasion was not properly anticlpated.™’

General! Matthew B. Ridgway summar izes the situation In his
comments about an inteiligence report sent six days bafore the

Korean invasion, by a CIA unit Iin Korea, to the FEC in Tokyo,
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How anyone could have read this report and not
anticipated an attack is hard to fathom. Yet this
report was not used as the basis for any conclusion
by G-2 at General Headquarters Iin Tokyo and it was
forwarded to Washington In routine fashion, with no
indication of urgency.'?

The prewar deficiencies continued into the war. The
situation was grim. Some surveys indicated that as |late as 1951
only 7% of personnel Iin intelligence positions cn the Eighth Army

Staff had had any tralning or previous experience In

Intel |l igence.
Desplite ali of the problems encountered In the Korean War
with regards to intelligence organizatlion and functlions, many

positive ocoutcomes occurred related to the growth and development
of intelligence. Significant strides were made In the areas of
human intelligence, and in the use of tha Special Security Office
(SS0) system. The Army Secur ity Agency (ASA) and Counter
Intel | igence Corps (CIC) units iIncreased dramatically In size to
support the tactical commander.'® We can be grateful that our
lessons |earned were not all l|ost.

in many ways, the end of the war In Korea was the end of our
not belng prepared to confront the next war with necessary
intel | Igence personnel, equipment, and unita. Our soldiers would
recelve training to perform their functions In a professional and
capable manner. This was the legacy of Korea and brings us to

Vietnam.

VIETNAM

Followlng Korea and preceding our involvement In Vietnam,

1"




several! key events occurred with regards to Military Intel |l Igence
organization and functions. Iintel |l igence unlt;'were finally
organized and provided to tactica! units In all theaters.
Although no standard organization was provided, most units were
provided an organization capable of pearforming interrogation,
imagery Interpretation, order of battle analiysis, and counter-
Iintel! igence functions. Additlionally, ASA also provided tactical
support units capable of performing SIGINT support to tactlcal
commanders. Tha fact that a!l of these functions were not iIn one
organization was an issue that was resolived at a |later date.

At the strategic levael, in 19681 the Defense Intelligence
Agency was created and on ! July 1962 the Military Intelligence
Branch was created. Tralning for intelligence specialists In
several discliplines was establ ished and by 1962 the M| Branch was
the fifth targest organization in the Unlited States Army. We
were much batter praepared, organizationally and functionally, to
support our commanders before and during the Vietnam War.

The Vietnam War, however, had a devastating effect on the
nation, the people, and the milltary. The controversy assocliated
with this war, unfortunately, clouded the many outstanding
accompl ishments of Individuals and units from all services In
support of our mlilitary effort.

Major General Joseph A. McChristian was the J-2 In Vietnam
from 1966-19687. General McChristian was frustrated by the delay
in getting the Intell igence raesources he needed, but the

resources allocated exceeded anything we had provided in the
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past. He took over at the time the Army was transitioning from
an advisory role to a combat role. His final summation substan-
tiates the quality of his Intelllgence organization that devel-
oped during his tour,

The intelligence challenge In Vietnam was more

than finding the enemy. The chal lenge was pro-

viding timely, accurate, adequate, and useable

intelligence in support of decision makers from

the Ml itary Assistance Command Commander and his

battlefleld commanders to the Commander in Chief

In Washington. An organization designed to meet

this chal lenge was created.'4

Our delay |In getting organlzed was only one of saveral
deficiencies. Our shortfalis iIn inteilligence were primarily
related to the type of conflict we were engaged In fighting. Our
data base refative to Vietnam was marginal at best. Furthermore,
clear |ines and boundar ies could not be drawn relative to who was
or was not the enamy. We had a shortage of tralined Intelligencs
specialists. Some commanders at the lower echelons compiained
that they were deprived of needed Iintel! lgence due to compart-
mentation. Furthermore, the Vietnam War was a protracted war
with many phases requiring different intelligence needs. From
the earily advisory role years, through the years of expanded
U.S. commitment and subsequent use of combat forces, to the final
years of U.S. presencae, Intelligence organization and functions
expanded and contracted to meet the requiremant.
It I1s always easy to ldentify shortfalls or problems within

any system as |large as the United States Army. Vietnam, however,
introduced many naw types of sensors and Intelligence collection

capabiliities that would pave the way for future combat develop-

ments. | think the total appropriste measure and support of the
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Intel i igence effort in Vietnam is summed up correctly as fol lows,
Ultimately, however, Army Inte!!ligence was abile
to construct a serviceable organization in Vietnam,
even though all of its problems were never solved.
Units down to the maneuver battal lon learned to
coordinate intelligence with operations by estab-
lishing Joint tactlical operating centers (TOC's)....
Speclal Intelligence which had been available anily

to high leve! commanders for strategic app!lcations
in WN I|l, now became a tactlical resource.'®

POST VIETNAM

The Intelligence Organization and Statloning Study (10SS)
conducted in 1976 at the direction of the Chlef of Staff, U. S.
Army, and under the guidance of Major General Joseph J. Ursano.
The findings of this study caused Military intelligence to change
its Identity. The 10SS study identified shortfal!ls in the
Intell igence structure. The shortfalls included our organiza-
tion, production, tralining, and resource allocation. The
uitimate outcome was the establ ishment of an organizational
structure that would e@nhance Intell igence operations at all
echelons. The Intelligence and Securlty Command (INSCOM) was
formed to provide an all source intelligence capabl! ity at
echelons above corps. This helped to eliminate fragmentation
that existed In Intelllgence production. The Combat Electronic
War fare Intell igence (CEWI!) unit was born. This gave the
tactical commander hia own organic assets In all intelllgence
functions with which to perform his mission. Furthermore, It
reduced overhead that had existed in muitiple intelligence
units. Training was centralized under the United States Army

intel | igence Centear and School, a TRADOC organization.
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Essentialliy, Military Intelligence was organized |n comp!iance

with the rest of the Army.

CONCLUS ION
The Milltary Intelligence Corps is stronger today than at
any time In its past. This I8 directly attributable to those

pioneers who served through perlods of great difficulty and
persevered. Our Corps is the flfth largest organizatlion In
the United States Army with over 24,000 soidiers in the active
component and 19,000 soldliers in the reservea. We have 6,000
officers, 17,000 eniisted soldiers and over 1,800 civilians
working to make the MIilitary inteliligence Corps great. Our
Corps has ovar 20 brigades, 68 battalions, 167 separate
companies deployed around the globe In support of commands.
Our sol!diers are trained In 24 mliitary occupational
specialities, 13 warrant officer specialities, and s8ix officer
spacialities. We have soldiers In the corps who can speak 38
differant languages.

Tha Military Intelligence Corps Is part aof the Army team.
Our organization is now capable of providing military intelii-
gence support at all echelons. We cannot and must not allow
the mistakes of the past to reoccur. A part of preventing a
lapse Into those deficlencies |Is for solidiers who wish to make
the Army a career to read about our history, including the
stories of the many Individuals and events that any member of

the Corps today can be proud of.
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